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Remarks 

Claims 1-12, 21-22, and 38-41 were pending in the subject application. Accordingly, claims 
1-12,21-22, and38-41 arc nowbeforc the Examiner. l'^vorable consideration of the pending claims 
is earnestly requested. 

The Office Action stales thai the affidavit under 37 CFR §1.132 filed March 26, 2004 is 
insufficient to overcome Ihc rejection of claims 1-12, 21-22, and 38-41 based on Swectland, Linton 
ei aL and Bbey as sel forth in the last Office Action because it rcfcr(s) only to the system described in 
the above-referenced application and not to the individual claims of the application. The applicant 
respectfully disagrees. Referring to the Declaration of E. Paul Green under 37 CFR § 1,1 32 filed on 
March 26, 2004, the first full paragraph on page 2 of the Declaration quotes from the rejection in the 
Office Action dated October 22, 2003, refers to the limitation incorporated by claim 1 , and then 
discusses the lack of teaching in the cited references and the lack of explanation in the Office Action 
of where or how to modify the device of the Swectland reference as mentioned in the Office Action. 
The first full paragraph on page 2 of Ihc Declaration ends by stating u [l]here is simply no motivation 
for me lo modify Swectland in the manner suggested in the Office Action 1 '. 

The last paragraph beginning on page 2 and carrying over lo page 3 of the Declaration 
addresses ihc Office Action's statement regarding the motivation of one of ordinary skill in the art, 
with respect to Ihe rejection of claims 1-2 and 21*22 and ends with the sentence "ftjhus, one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of my invention, would not have been motivated to employ in 
Swectland a first piece mounted to an A-frame and a second piece mounted to the trailer jack. 

The first full paragraph on page 3 of the Declaration then addresses additional comments in 
the Office Action and discusses the principle object of the Swectland invention and that the intended 
purpose of the Sweelland device would be defeated by modifying the Sweelland device in the 
manner suggested in the Office Action, referring to the modification to the Swectland device 
proposed in the rejection of claims 1-2 and 21-22 , As discussed in the Response of July 26, 2004 
(page 1 0), "if a proposed modification or combination of the prior art would change the principle of 
operation of the prior art invention being modified, then the teachings of the references are not 
sufficient to render the claims prima facie obvious." In re Ralti, 270 l : .2d. 810, 123 USPQ 349 
(CCPA 1959). 
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la the first full paragraph on page 4 of the Declaration, a discussion of how the modi fication 
proposed in the Office Action would change the principle of operation of the Swcctland device, 
referring to the modification to the Swcctland device proposed in the rejection of claims 1 -2 and 2 1 - 
22. 

The second full paragraph on page 4 then addresses additional comments in the Office Action 
regarding the sco pe o f claim. 1, the sco pe of claim 21 , and the scope of claim 22 and discusses that 
lack of teaching of the cited reference with respect to the limitations of clai ms 1, 21 . and 22 . 

The last paragraph on page 4, which carries over to page 5, then discusses the rejection of 
clai ms 3-12 , It is stated that die references do not cure the limitations of the Sweetlawl and Linton ci 
a. references. A discussion of the scone of claim 4 and the scope of claim 9 is also provided, as well 
as the lack of teaching of the cited references with respect to the limitations of claims 4 and 9. 

Accordingly, the affidavit under 37 CFR § 1.132 filed March 26, 2004 refers to the individual 
claims of the application. Therefore, there is a showing that the objective evidence of non- 
obviousness is commensurate in scope with the claims. 

Claims 39-41 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 12. The applicant respectfully submits 
that the recitation in claim 39 that "the A-frame coupler . , . is designed to couple to a hitch ball", and 
the recitation in claim 40 that "an A-frame coupler . . . incorporates a ball socket for receiving a hitch 
bair have support in the specification from Figure 1 A. Referring to Figure 1 A of the subject 
application, a ball socket for receiving a hitch ball is clearly shown. 

Accordingly, the applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection of claims 39-41 under 35 U.S.C. §112. 

Claims 1-2, 21-22, and 38-40 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Swcctland (U.S. Patent No. 3,345,037) in view of Linton etal (U.S. Patent No. 
4,176,824), The applicant respectfully traverses this grounds for rejection. A prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been presented. Three criteria must be met Lo establish prima facie case of 
obviousness. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, cither in the references themselves 
or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in Ihc art, to modify die reference. 
Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference, or 
combination of references, must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. Applicant respectfully 
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traverses the rejection since the prior art docs not provide any suggestion or motivation to modify the 
Swccllnnd to arrive at the subject invention as claimed in claims 1 -1 2, 21-22, and 38-40 and there is 
no reasonable expectation of success of such a modification. 

The Office Action dated November 10, 2004, at page 3, stales u [t]o employ on the Swccllnnd 
vehicle A-frame coupler a first piece mounted to the vehicle and a second piece mounted to the 
vehicle jack would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made in 
view of the disclosure of Linton" (underline added for emphasis). However, claim 1 incorporates the 
limitnlion "a first piece moimtable to an A-frame cou pler of a trailer " (underline added for 
emphasis), An executed Declaration Under 37 CFR § U 32 by Mr. li. Paul Green was submitted on 
March 26, 2004, Referring to page 2, first full paragraph of Mr. Green's Declaration, Mr. Green 
states, 

"the Linton e t al reference does not teach a first piece mounted to an A-frame 
coupler of a t railer . Furthermore, the Office Action docs not provide any indication 
where orjbp^v to employ in Sweetland a first piece mounted to an A-frame coupler or 
a trailer and a second piece mounted to a trailer jack, or how to inovably connect the 
first piece to llic second piece such that the second piece can transition between a 
plurality of positions relative to the first piece." 

Accordingly, the applicant asserts that there is no motivation to modify the Sweetland reference as 
stated in the Office Action and there is no reasonable expectation of success of such a modificalion. 

The Office Action states al page 3 that "(a]ny frame member on the front of the vehicle may 
be tenncd an A-frame coupler". However, the applicant asserts that an A-framc coupler attaches to 
the two frame members of the trailer that meet at the front end of the trailer to form "the tip of an A" 
and t incorporates a ball socket for receiving a hitch ball, and that one skilled in the art, having access 
to die applicant's disclosure, would understand the meaning of "A-frame coupler" to be an clement 
that al laches to the two frame members of the trailer that meet at the front end of the trailer lo form 
"the tip of nn A" and incorporates a ball socket for receiving a hitch ball. Therefore, the applicant 
asserts that it is a mischaracterization to state that auy frame member on the front of the vehicle may 
be termed an A-frame coupler. Referring to the July 30, 2004 declaration, Mr. Green declares that: 
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"the term A-frame coupler has a meaning well-known in the art. As 
commonly known in the ait, fin A-frame coupler is an element lhat 
attaches to the two frame members of the trailer that meet at the front 
end of the trailer to form "the tip of an A" and incorporates a ball 
socket for receiving a hitch ball. Therefore, it is amischaracterixalion 
to slate lhat any frame member on the front of the vehicle may be 
termed an A-frame coupler," 

Accordingly, it is a rnischaracleri/alion to state lhat any frame member on the front of the vehicle 
may be termed an A-frame coupler. 

The Office Action further states at page 3 that "one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to do this in order to enable the A-frame mounted jack of Swcetland to be able to 
transition between a plurality of vertical positions such lhat the jack will be initially positioned at a 
correct vcrlical position relative to the ground before jacking is begun", However, referring to page 
2, second full paragraph of Mr* Green's signed Declaration Under 37 CFR §1.132 submitted March 
26, 2004, Mr. Green stales 

"Ihe supporting device li taught in the Swcetland reference incorporates a 
"supporting flange 38 rigidly mounted to the shaft . . . [immediately above flange 38 
is a cylindrical bushing 39, also rigidly attached to the shall . . . [b]clow flange 38 is 
another bushing 40 spaced from the flange and also rigidly attached to shall 30" (sec 
column 2, lines 54-58). The Swccdand reference teaches "[ijn operation, yoke A is 
held at an elevation wherein the shaft 30, in the areas above bushing 39 and 40, can 
fit llirough mouths 43 and 44 into kcyways 25 and 26; in the aforesaid position, shaft 
30 is maintained in vertical alignment [yjokc A is then lowered wherein plate 13 
at the area adjacent keyway 25 rests upon flange 38 to support the yoke" (sec column 
2, lines 66-72). Accordingly, the Swcetland reference relics on keyway 25 resting 
upon flange 38 to support the yoke, such that the mounting of the second piece 32 
taught by Linton to the trai ler jack (supporting device B) taughlby Sweelland and the 
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mounting of Ihc first piece 38 taught by Linton to the A-frame coupler of the trailer 
taught by Sweetland would not function to allow the trailer jack (supporting device 
B) mounted to the second piece to transition between apluralhyof positions relative 
to Ihc trailer mounted to the first piece without defeating Ihe mechanism the 
Swcclland reference relics on to support the yoke, namely keyway 25 resting upon 
flange 38. In fact, the Swectland reference teaches, as column 1 > lines 35-36, "it is 
obvious that the yoke support must bo r emoved when the trailer is again connected to 
a palling vehicle*' and, at column 1, lines 36-44, l '[i]t is a principal ob ject of the 
invention to provide a support rcm oveably engagcablc with the yoke , > (underline 
added for emphasis). Therefore, the Swcetlnnd reference teaches removing the 
supporting device B when the trailer is connected to a pulling vehicle. Thus, the 
applicant asserts that one of ordinary skill in the art would not have been motivated to 
employ in Swectland a first piece mounted to an A-frame and a second piece 
mounted to the trailer jack/' 

Referring to page 3, first full paragraph of die Green Declaration Mr. Green stales 

"The reason the applicant's prior remarks discuss the Swectland "keyway 1 ' 
and "flange" is because that is the mechanism which enables the Swectland jack to be 
re movably cimagoab lo with the yoke, which is the principle object of the Swectland 
invention (see column 1> lines 36-44). On page six, the Office Action states that 
"applicant further argues that purpose of the Swcclland reference is defeated by 
modifying the jack mounting arrangement in the manner taught by Linton et ah ... 
[t]hc primary purpose of tho jack in Sweetland is for raising the vehicle so the 
purpose of 1 lie jack in Sweetland indeed has not been defeated by the Linton et al 
modification", the invention taught in the Swectland reference is a removable trailer 
support (sec title, column 1, lines 11-13, 21-23, 34-36, 41-42, 48-50, and 58-G1), 
lidlicr than a jack. Swectland teaches at column 2, lines 5-7, "the device to be easily 
installed and removed without the necessity for tools and special equipment". With 
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regard to a jack, Swcctland teaches "a jack assembly in combination with the trailer 
support" such that the jack is an accessory to be used in combination with the 
removable trailer support, rather than the jack being the invention. Accordingly, the 
intended purpose of the Swcctland device would be defeated by modifying the 
Sweetland device in the manner suggested by the Office Action by incorporating a 
first piece and second piece from Linton el al., if such a modification could even 
function." 

Moreover, "if a proposed modification would render the prior ait invention being modi ficd 
unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, then there is no suggestion or motivation to make the 
proposed modification". In re Gordon, 733 F,2d900, 221 USPQ 1 125 (Fed. Cir. 1984). Referring 
1o page 4, carry over paragraph, last sentence of the Green Declaration, Mr. Green states 

"the modification proposed by the Office Action would render the Sweetland 
device unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, namely io be a support rcmo vcably 
cngaHcahle with the yoke of a trailer (column 1, line 37-39)/' 

Therefore, there is no suggestion or motivation to make the modification proposed in the Office 
Action. 

In addition, "if a proposed modification or combination of the prior art would change the 
principle of operation of the prior art invention being modified, then the teachings o f the references 
arc not sufficient to render the claims prima facie obvious". //; reRafti, 270 l\2d 810, 123 USPQ 
349 (CCPA 1959). Referring to page 4, first full paragraph, of the Green Declaration, Mr. Green 
states 

"the modification proposed in the Office Action would change the principle 
of operation of the Sweetland device, namely to be a support rcpi pyably engageable 
with the yoke of a trailer (column 1 , line 37-39) with respect to which the Swcctland 
reference teaches "p jn operation, yoke A is held at an elevation wherein the shaft 30, 
in the areas above bushing 39 and 40, can fit through moutlis 43 and 44 into keyways 



PAGE 1 OM ' RCVD AT 311 0/2005 5:1 1:06 PM [Eastern Standard Time] ' SVR:USPT0-EFXRMf2 * DNI&8729306 ' CSID:3523725800 1 DURATION (mm-ss):04-56 



MAR-10-05 THU 05:17 PM SALIWANCHIK LLOYD 



FAX NO. 3523725800 



P. 11 



8 Docket No. PGR-100 

Serial No. 09/759,423 

25 and 26; in the aforesaid position, shaft 30 is maintained in vertical alignment . . . 
fyjokc A is then lowered wherein plate 1 3 at the area adjacent kcyway 25 rests upon 
ilangc 38 to support the yoke" (see column 2, lines 66-72)/ 7 

Thcicforc, the teachings of the Sweetland and Linton et aL references arc not sufficient to render the 
rejected claims prima facie obvious. 

Accordingly, one of ordinary skill in the art would no t have been motivated to employ on the 
Sweetland vehicle A-frame coupler a first piece mounted to the vehicle and a sccondpiccc mounted 
to llic vehicle jack in order to enable the A-frame mounted jack of Sweetland to be able to transition 
between a plurality of vertical positions such that the jack will be initially positioned at a correct 
vertical position relative to the ground before jacking is begun. A prima facie case of obviousness 
has not been presented with respect to claims l-2> 21-22, and 38-40. Therefore, the applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1 -2, 2 U22, and 38-40 
under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a). 

Claims 3-12 and 41 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sweetland in view of Linton et al. taken with libey (U.S. Patent No. 4,623,125). The applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection- The deficiencies with respect to claims 1 and 40 over Sweetland 
et aL in view of Linton et at. have been discussed above. The Ebey reference docs not cure such 
defects. Furthermore, the Office Action states "[t]o provide additional mating holes in the first or 
second mounting pieces of Linton et aL so as to enable the vehicle jack to be pivoted between a 
horizontal and a vertical position would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made in view of the disclosure of Ebey, However, the Office Action has not described 
where mating holes in the first or second mounting pieces of the Linton el al device could be 
positioned to allow the vehicle jack to pivot. Furthermore, bails 40 would appear to prevent any 
such pi voti ng. Accordingly, a prima facie case of obviousness has not been presented with respect to 
claims 3-12 and 41 . Furthermore, claim 4 includes the limitation "wherein said first piece comprises 
a tr ailer mount ing s tructu re fo r moun ting to thc^ A-frame coupler of the trailer and aQcast^onc 
extending structure for p iyotally, connecting to said second piece, wherein said second piece 
comprises a trailer jack mounting structure for mounting to th e trailer jack and at lea st one pivoting 
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arm forpivolflllv con necting to sai d first piece. ,,. Claim 9 includes the limilal ion "wherein said ijrsj 
pie ce is re movably mounted to the A-f ram e coupler of the trailer . The Swcctland, Linton c t aL> and 
Ebcy references, nlonc or in combination, do not teach or suggest the subject invention as claimed in 
claims 4 and 9 and, in particular, the underlined limitations. Therefore, the applicant respectfully 
requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 3-12 and 41 under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(n). 

Applicant wishes to thank the Examiner for consideration of the remarks submitted in the 
applicant's Response dated July 26, 2004, with respect lo which the Examiner provided an Office 
Action dated November 1 0, 2004, 

On page 4 of the Office Action, the Examiner states "Applicant* s remarks that the Union et 
ai jack mounting arrangement would not function in a trailer is certainly found to have absolutely no 
merit". The applicant, again, does not know to which remarks the Examiner is referring. 
On page 5 of the Office Action, the Examiner stales, "Applicant further argues that purpose of the 
Swcctland reference is defeated by modifying the jack mounting arrangement in the manner taught 
by Linton ct al. The primary purpose of the jack in Swcctland is for raising the vehicle so the purpose 
of the jack in Swcctland indeed has not been defeated by the Linton ei al, modification " However, 
the primary purpose of the device taught in the Swcctland reference is to provide a sup port 
re movably e nuaacablc with the yoke, as discussed above on page 5 and 6. Again, the Swcctland 
reference does not teach a jack, but, rather, teaches a removably engageahte support. In fact, the 
main embodiment taught in Swcctland docs not even incorporate a jack. Column 3, lines 49-51 of 
Swcctland teaches "as an alternative in the embodiment of the invention, as shown in Figure 7, a jack 
OiQP-hanisni can be employed in combination with shafts 30 or 65. 

The statement on page 4 of the Office Action that "[i]n any case, the elimination ofa feature 
with the consequent loss of function (/.<?., the removability of the jack) is an indication of 
obviousness" is confusing. With the exception of the reference to the loss of the removability of the 
jack (iflhu Swcctland device could be modified with the Linton et aL apparatus) the applicant is not 
sure to what the Office Action is referring, making it difficult lo reply. In any case, the loss of the 
removability of the jack would render the Swcctland device unsatisfactory for its intended propose. 
"If a proposed modi fication would render the prior art invention being modified unsatisfactory for its 
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intended purpose* then there is no suggestion or motivation to make the proposed modification". In 
re Gordon, 733 L\2d 900, 221 USPQ 1125 (Fed. Cir. 1984). Referring to page 4, cany over 
paragraph, Inst sentence of the Green Declaration, Mr. Green stales 

"the modification proposed by the Office Action would render the SwccLland 
device unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, namely to be a support rcmoveablv 
cn gqgoahlo with the yoke of a trailer (column 1, line 37-39)/ s 

Therefore, there is no suggestion or motivation to make the modification proposed in the Office 
Action. 

Finally, the Office Action at page 5 slates "[applicant is merely claiming a first piece and a 
second piece, whereby the first and second pieces can transition between a plurality of positions. 
Applicant cannot argue that this broad recitation is not shown in Linton et al The mere choice of the 
vehicle in which the pieces are mounted such as a vehicle having an A- frame coupler does not make 
ihose elements patentable in view or the fact that jacks already exist on vehicles having A-frame 
couplers as demonstrated by Swcetland." This is not true. Referring to page 4, second full 
paragraph of Ihe Green Declaration, Mr. Green stales 

"This is not true. Claim 1 is directed to a trailer jack mounting apparatus 
comprising: a first piece mountable to an A-frame coupler of a trailer ; and a second 
piece mountable to a trailer jack, ... . There is no suggestion in the Office Action of 
how the Linton et al apparatus could be mounted to an A-frame coupler. Claim 21 
provides a further limitation "wherein the A-frame coupler is designed to have the 
trailer jack mounted to the A-framc coupler 5 *. There is no suggestion in the Office 
Action or how the Linton et al apparatus could be mounted to an A-frame coupler 
designed to have the trailer jack mounted to the A-frame coupler, Claim 22 provides 
a further limitation "wherein the trailer jack is designed to mount to the A-frame 
coupler of the trailer". There is no showing in Linton et al of a second piece 
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mouutable to a trailer jack, wherein Ihc trailer jack is designed to mount to the A- 
framc coupler of the trailer," 

In view of the foregoing remarks and amendments to the claims, the applicant believes that 
the currently pending claim?; are in condition for allowance, and such action is respectfully requested. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees under 37 CFR 1 .16 or 1.17 as 
required by this paper to Deposit Account 19-0065. 

Applicant invites the Examiner to call the undersigned if clarification is needed on any aspect 
of dns response, orif the Examiner believes there remains any valid ground upon which anyclaim in 
this applicalion may be rejected subsequent to entrance of this amendment. 




James S. Parker 
Patent Attorney 
Registration No. 40,1 19 



Phone No.: 352-375-8100 
Fax No.: 352-372-5800 
Address: P.O. Box 142950 



Gainesville, FL 32614-2950 
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